UNPUBLI SHED

UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 03-4730

UNI TED STATES OF AMERI CA,
Plaintiff - Appell ee,

vVer sus

DI ON LEE THOMPSON,

Def endant - Appel | ant.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Spartanburg. Henry M Herlong, Jr., District
Judge. (CR-01-826)

Submitted: My 27, 2004 Deci ded: June 2, 2004

Bef ore WDENER, M CHAEL, and KING Circuit Judges.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Hervery B. O Young, Assistant Federal Public Defender, Geenville,
South Carolina, for Appellant. Elizabeth Jean Howard, OFFICE OF
THE UNI TED STATES ATTORNEY, Geenville, South Carolina, for

Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Di on Lee Thonpson appeals his guilty plea conviction for
conspiracy to possess wthintent to distribute fifty grans or nore
of cocaine base, in violation of 21 US C § 846 (2000).
Thonpson’s attorney has filed a brief in accordance with Anders v.
California, 386 U S. 738 (1967), raising one issue, but stating
that he finds no neritorious grounds for appeal. Thonpson did not
file a pro se supplenental brief, despite being inforned of his
right to do so. The Governnent declined to file a brief.

In the Anders brief, counsel questions whether the
district court properly conplied with the requirenents of Fed. R
Ctim P. 11 when accepting Thonmpson's guilty plea. Because
Thonpson failed to object or nove to wthdraw his guilty plea, this

court reviews his plea hearing for plain error. United States v.

Martinez, 277 F.3d 517, 524-27 (4th Gr.), cert. denied, 537 U S

899 (2002). After a close review of the plea proceedings, we
conclude that the district court thoroughly conplied with the
requi renents of Rule 11

I n accordance with Anders, we have reviewed the entire
record in this case and have found no neritorious issues for
appeal. W, therefore, affirmThonpson’s conviction and sentence,
and we deny Thonpson’s notion to relieve counsel and appoint
substitute counsel. This court requires that counsel inform her

client, in witing, of his right to petition the Suprene Court of



the United States for further review. |If the client requests that
a petition be filed, but counsel believes that such petition would
be frivolous, then counsel may nove in this court for leave to
wi thdraw fromrepresentation. Counsel’s notion nust state that a
copy thereof was served on the client. We dispense with ora
argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are adequately
presented in the materials before the court and argunment woul d not

ai d the decisional process.
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